In this article, we describe expenditure and wealth patterns, indicators of long-run economic well-being, for a sample of young Guatemalan adults interviewed for the Human Capital Study 2002-04, finding a number of differences across subgroups of the sample. The main difference across birth-year cohorts is that younger subjects tend to live in smaller households, with lower total annual household expenditures (and fewer durable goods), though per capita measures are similar across cohorts. This appears to be related to life-cycle fertility patterns. There is a clear positive association between parental socioeconomic status (SES) and current levels of expenditure and durable goods ownership. This association does not hold for all households, however, as there is both upward and downward "mobility" in the sample. Those living in the capital have the highest overall wealth levels, consistent with typical rural-urban patterns. Where there are expenditure differences across groups, they tend to be driven by differences in nonfood rather than food expenditures. Lastly, the study sample is relatively well off compared with their compatriots, with a poverty rate of 35% and an extreme poverty rate of only 3%, against national averages of 56% and 15%, respectively.
Introduction
Improved nutrition in early childhood has been shown to affect a variety of human capital outcomes later in life, many of which are likely to be reflected in living standards. In economic research, expenditures and wealth are two commonly used measures of well-being. These measures have certain advantages over other indicators of economic well-being, such as income, since they are typically both easier to measure and less subject to temporary fluctuations, including seasonality. As a result, they are often considered indicators of long-term well-being.
For a sample of young Guatemalan adults who received nutrition supplements as children, we do the following: (1) document the methodology used to construct various household expenditure measures; (2) describe patterns of expenditures, housing characteristics, and durable good ownership, with emphasis on how they vary by "initial" conditions including birth year cohorts and SES of the family during childhood, as well as how they vary by current location; and (3) place the sample in the context of contemporary Guatemala, particularly in terms of poverty levels. The aim is to describe patterns in the sample for different measures of wealth; we leave to future analyses an exploration of the links between those patterns and the original nutrition intervention.
Methods
Individuals selected for this study were born between 1962 and 1977 and had participated as children in the INCAP Longitudinal Study (1969-77) of nutrition supplementation [1] . The most recent follow-up, the Human Capital Study, was conducted between 2002 S111 and 2004. Of 2,393 individuals, 2,019 were traceable, i.e., determined to be alive; of these, 163 had left the country, resulting in 1,856 individuals living in Guatemala and targeted for follow up in 2002-04 [2] . The subjects were between 26 and 41 years of age in 2003.
Data
The principal data are drawn from three survey instruments used in the Human Capital Study: (1) a census;
(2) an expenditure survey; and (3) a communitylevel food price survey. For comparison, the 2000 Guatemalan "Encuesta Nacional Sobre Condiciones de Vida" (ENCOVI) is also used. The Guatemalan ENCOVI is a comprehensive household survey, often referred to as a living standards measurement survey [3] , which includes a broad array of information on the socioeconomic condition of Guatemalans from a nationally representative sample of more than 7,200 households. Among other things, it includes sections on household demographics and living conditions, and food, education, health, housing, and other nonfood expenditures [4] .
The Human Capital Study census provides information on the types of durable goods owned by nuclear families (the level at which the census survey is implemented) and the characteristics of their homes [5] .
The Human Capital Study expenditure survey provides information on food and nonfood household expenditures. The principal reason for collecting expenditure data in 2002-04 was to provide a measure of economic well-being. The main difficulty, however, is that it is infeasible to collect such information at the individual level because people live, and spend, with others. As the focus of the overall study is at the individual level, the individual was taken as the starting point, and then their "expenditure" world built around them. First, we formulated an economic definition of the household, a group of individuals that share resources, including meals, and sleep under the same roof. During the census, all households and household members were determined using this economic definition. The expenditure section was then pre-printed (or in some cases information was transcribed) with all members of the household to which a targeted subject belonged. New household members could also be registered or previous members removed, for example, if household composition had changed during the period between the census and the expenditure survey. The number of days each person (including visitors) was present also was recorded. As a result of this approach, unlike the other survey modules in 2002-04, only one expenditure survey per household was necessary, even when it included more than one target subject.
The remainder of the Human Capital Study expenditure survey is a modified version of the ENCOVI expenditure module. Working with ENCOVI trained enumerators, we field-tested modified versions of the ENCOVI survey questionnaire to capture the bulk of the expenditure information in about 45 minutes, rather than the 90 minutes needed to implement the full ENCOVI module in this population. The length was reduced by combining categories of food items rarely reported in ENCOVI and eliminating questions on usual food purchases and food purchases during the previous 12 months, retaining only questions focusing on the previous 15 days.
Fieldwork in the original four villages began in August 2002 with interviewers rotating from one village to the next every 2 weeks, and the bulk was completed by mid-November to reduce the possibility of seasonality effects, particularly those due to the secondary harvest, which begins in November. Migrants, most of whom reside in the capital, were interviewed during the course of 2003 and early 2004. In the vast majority of the interviews the person in charge of household food purchases was interviewed.
While it is possible to derive unit prices for food using the information collected in the household expenditure survey (which includes quantity and value), often such household reports vary in ways related to household behavior, e.g., because different households demand different quality levels or because they purchase larger or smaller quantities that will affect the unit price [6] . Therefore, a community food price survey was implemented in the four villages on a monthly basis during the collection of expenditure data in those same villages (however, it was not feasible, given budget constraints, to implement the price survey in other parts of Guatemala). This independent source of information allows the assessment of price variation for identical goods across the villages and over time and, if necessary, the construction of a price index in order to adjust reported expenditures. This is important since if two households with identical composition are consuming the same quantity of identical goods then they should be treated as equally well-off; if one of them has to pay more for the same goods, however, and welfare is measured with a money metric such as expenditures, the analyst would incorrectly conclude that the household that spent more was better off [7] .
Components of aggregate consumption
Expenditures, instead of income, are often used to assess economic well-being-given that they are easier to measure and have less variability throughout the year and across years [7, 8] . This approach is not without its problems, however, particularly because at times it is ambiguous whether some expenditures (e.g., emergency health care) are positively associated with welfare. Also some expenditures are on goods that are consumed over periods of time longer than a year, and thus do not only represent current well-being Household expenditures and wealth S112 (e.g., clothing, furniture, and durable goods such as radios). To facilitate comparison with national data, we replicate, to the extent possible, the methodology used by the World Bank in the analysis of ENCOVI for Guatemala's poverty assessment [4, 7] .
Food expenditures (both purchased and non-purchased)
Both cash expenditures (real out-of-pocket costs) and non-cash expenditures or consumption need to be considered in assessing total household expenditures. Food consumed by household members includes not only purchased food (including restaurant meals) but also food obtained but not purchased. The survey questionnaire asks about the purchase of approximately 60 different food items in the previous 15 days, the quantity purchased, and how much was paid. In addition to purchases, for each food type the survey questionnaire asks the same information about the acquisition of food by other means such as household or farm production, donations, or gifts received from persons outside the home, payments in kind, home businesses (but not business expenses), barter, or other means. The respondents are then asked to estimate the value of these items. Thus, the survey measures expenditures and the value of food obtained for home consumption during the reference period, but not actual consumption. The information for each food item is converted to an annual food expenditure using the cost (or estimated value) and the frequency of purchase. For example, if a household indicated that it purchased 10 quetzals (or Q10) worth of meat in the previous 15 days, this would yield Q10 × 24 periods = Q240.
Neglecting to collect information about non-purchased food would have underestimated total expenditures significantly. Moreover, this bias would be different for each household, depending on the proportions of purchased and non-purchased foods, a proportion associated with location in rural versus urban areas. For example, more than 85% of the households report obtaining non-purchased food items and nearly 70% of those are produced or harvested by the household. The foods most commonly produced include maize (both fresh and dry), beans, eggs, fruit, and herbs. While non-purchased foods are common, the average value of the non-purchased foods is only 13% of the average total value of food expenditures in the sample. This average, however, masks the fact that for nearly one-quarter of the households, nonpurchased food items comprise 20% or more of their total food budget.
Nonfood expenditures (excluding rent)
The survey also collects information on the expenditures on household items other than food. These nonfood expenditure items are listed in three subsec-tions of the survey form, each of which has a different reference period reflecting the frequency with which the different items are usually purchased. As with food purchases, respondents are asked how much they spent on a list of items during a specific reference period. For regular spending such as transportation costs for the household, a shorter reference period of one week is used to help the respondent remember and report the expenses more accurately. For articles bought less frequently, such as furniture or durable goods, asking about purchases in the previous week would be unlikely to measure the expenditures very well-therefore, for such items a longer period, such as one year, is used.
Durable goods
Items like food have obvious consumption value and can only be used once, in other words, once eaten they are no longer available. This is not the case for many other items, particularly durable goods, because after being used once they still have utility and can continue to be used in the future. The consumption value of durable goods (over a given period) is an approximation of how much the services delivered by the good would cost, if they could be purchased for that period of time only. One component of aggregate consumption not captured in the expenditure analysis (in contrast to the ENCOVI methodology) is the value of these service flows from durable goods owned by the household but not bought in the previous 12 months [4, 7] . The fact that the value of durable goods purchased in the previous 12 months are included in our aggregate measure (non-food expenditures above), however, offsets this concern because, for those items, we attribute their entire value to one year, even though they are likely to provide services to the household for a longer period of time.
It is in part for these reasons that in addition to analyzing expenditures, we also directly examine ownership of durable goods and characteristics of households. A second reason for doing so is that the latter measures likely capture different dimensions of wealth, and therefore, well-being. The highest correlation between an expenditure measure and a durable good or housing characteristic measure considered in this article is 0.45, and most are closer to 0.20. The final reason for analyzing these wealth measures is that because they are measured in dummy variable form (only whether or not a household has a durable good or housing characteristic, and not their value), they may be less susceptible to any biases arising from regional price variation.
Housing expenditures (rent)
Housing or implied rental costs are also often difficult to measure. Here again the ENCOVI methodology is S113 used. First, when the household does not own its home and pays rent, we ask for the amount of rent paid. For those who do not pay rent (90%), the respondent is asked to estimate the value of monthly rent if they had to pay to rent the home in which they live. As with food expenditures, all nonfood expenditures, including housing expenditures, are annualized, using the reported expense and the reference period.
Total and per capita expenditures
Total annual household expenditures are calculated by adding all of the expenditure components. As fieldwork was carried out over a period of nearly 2 years, all nominal values are adjusted to real values at a common date (the final survey month, March 2004, when the official exchange rate was Q8.1 to the US dollar), using the Guatemalan consumer price index [9] . For the ENCOVI, which is nationally representative, there is a price index and expenditures also are adjusted in different areas of the country to control for spatial differences in prices, as well. This is not possible for the Human Capital Study data; below we discuss the extent to which the resulting analysis may be biased.
As a first step toward making sensible comparisons among households, we express total annual household expenditures, as well as food expenditures, on a per capita basis by dividing them by the number of persons in each household. This admittedly ad hoc standardization has some important weaknesses. It implicitly assumes that a young child has the same expenditures as an adult, not very plausible when considering food expenditures, for example. To the extent that household composition varies across households, crude calculations of per capita measures treating each family member the same will be biased in a fashion related to household composition. This approach also ignores the possibility that some items, such as housing expenses, are fixed and shared among household members. In other words, there might be economies of scale in household expenditures.
To address these problems, a separate measure, per capita adult equivalent expenditures with economies of scale, is calculated. Rather than dividing total annual household expenditures by household size, they are first divided by the number of "adult equivalent" persons in the household and then allowances are made for economies of scale in household expenditures. The formula used to calculate per capita adult equivalent expenditures with economies of scale is:
where i represents the number of children under 6 years, c children between 6 and 15 and a persons over 15 years. The exponent, represents the economy of scale factor, which when equal to 1 assumes no economies of scale (i.e., the situation assumed in calculating per capita expenditures above); in the analyses below, it is set to 0.90. All these weights are somewhat arbitrary, though commonly used values [7] . This more refined, though still ad hoc, measure is used to assess the robustness of the results using per capita expenditures under the assumption of no economies of scale.
Accurately measuring expenditures, while arguably easier than measuring income, has many pitfalls. This section made clear that the methodology for measuring expenditures used here is not perfect, nor does flawless methodology exist-the possible effects of measurement error are considered in the concluding section. We also redo all the analyses reported below, dropping observations in the highest and lowest 1% of per capita annual expenditures to assess whether outliers may be driving any results, but find little change apart from a tendency for average expenditures and their associated SDs to decline slightly.
Results

Expenditure and wealth patterns in the Human Capital Study
Interviews were completed for households covering a total of 1,522 targeted subjects, out of 1,856 traceable subjects living in Guatemala, for an overall response rate of 82%. Completion rates were higher among residents of the original study villages (93%) than among migrants (66%). Interview rates for households with female target subjects were about five percentage points higher than those with males [2] .
Since the INCAP Longitudinal Study (1969-77) included all individuals born in the villages in a 15year period, many original subjects intermarried. This pattern, combined with 40 households in which two or more siblings were living together when interviewed in 2002-04, means that 288 of the 1,522 distinct individual level observations are "duplicates" at the household level, using our economic definition of the household. The unit of analysis in what follows is the household, so duplicates are dropped leaving a sample of 1,234 households (below we describe how we decide who to drop).
We first summarize the expenditure information for the entire sample (top panel of table 1, final column). Total annual household expenditures average approximately Q36,000 ($4500), though there is substantial heterogeneity. On average, households spend about 10% on (implied) rent and a little less than half of their budget on food (47%), though again there is substantial variation with about one-quarter spending less than 40% and nearly one-quarter spending more than 60% on food. Over 85% of the value of food is Household expenditures and wealth S114 purchased rather than produced. The largest component of the food budget is grains (28%) followed by meat (18%). On average, less than 4% of total annual household expenditures is spent on health and 3% on education. A small number of households, however, spend substantially more on one or both of these. About 10% spend 5% or more on education and 10% spend 10% or more on health.
Average household size is 5.0 persons, so that average per capita annual expenditures are just over Q8,300 ($1000), though the median is Q2,000 lower, consistent with a skewed distribution typical of expenditure patterns [8] . The average is one-third lower than the national GDP per capita measure of $1500 in 2002. Figure 1 presents the density function for logarithmic per capita annual expenditures in the sample. As evidenced by the superimposed normal distribution, logarithmic per capita annual expenditures are approximately normally distributed (though they fail to pass a Shapiro-Wilkes normality test [10] ). One-third of the subjects report per capita annual expenditures of Q5,000 or less and 75% spend less than Q10,000.
Selected durable goods and housing characteristics are presented in the bottom panel of table 1. There are 38 fewer observations than in the top panel due to missing census data for some individuals. Similar to the presentation of expenditures, information for the nuclear family in which the target subject lives is reported. As this information is taken from the 2002-04 census, the unit of analysis is slightly different than in the top panel of the table, since the census is carried out for nuclear families rather than economic households [5] . A comparison of household size and nuclear family size for the 1,196 overlapping observations indicates that nuclear family size is smaller, but only by 0.25 members and in less than 10% of the observations is there more than a one-person difference between the two measures-for these reasons, in the analysis that follows the household and the nuclear family are treated as equivalent and both referred to as "households." While electricity in the home is nearly universal (not shown), ownership of electric consumer durable goods is not. Only 36% of the households own a refrigerator, though television ownership is much more prevalent (81%). Vehicle ownership, on the other hand, is (table 3) . When there is more than one targeted subject in a household, the characteristics of the oldest male, if there is a male, and the oldest female, if not, are used for stratifying the household. Within each table, we test for heterogeneity of the stratum averages using either the Kruskal-Wallis non-parametric test of the hypothesis that several samples are from the same population (a non-parametric alternative to ANOVA), or, where appropriate, a proportion test [10] . ANOVA tests are not used because only for a handful of the measures considered are the necessary conditions of normality and equality of variance across groups satisfied, even after taking logarithmic transformations of the variables.
Comparisons of the expenditure measures between those born before 1969 and those born between 1969 and 1977 indicate few significant differences. An important exception is household size, which is on average 5.3 for those in the older cohort and 4.8 for the younger, an apparent lifecycle effect as households in the older cohort have on average 0.3 more children under 15 years. This difference explains why apparently higher household total and food annual expenditures for the older cohort disappear when per capita or per capita adult equivalent expenditures with economies of scale are compared instead. These findings are robust to adjustments in per capita food expenditures that account for the number of days individuals (including visitors) were present in the household during the reference period (not shown). Per capita annual expenditures on education are about twice as much in the older cohort, in part because they have more school-age children.
There are also few differences between the birth year cohorts in terms of durable goods and housing characteristics, although the older cohort is 9 percentage points more likely to own their home (p < .01). This difference is likely associated with households with older members being more established.
When stratified by the tertiles of the parental SES index [11] , there is a clear positive association of parental family background and current expenditures, durable goods, and housing characteristics (table 2). The pattern is seen for total (and food) annual expenditures and, given a negative association between the 1975 SES index and current household size, it is even sharper for the per capita measures. Average per capita annual expenditures increase 50% between those categorized in the lowest tertile of parental SES and those in the highest; the majority of this increase reflects increases in annual nonfood rather than food expenditures.
Ownership of durable goods and of homes increase and housing characteristics improve across tertiles of the parental SES index and three of the seven indicators in table 2 are significantly different across the three groups (p < .01, excluding those households with missing index scores). These findings hint at the importance of family background and the possible intergenerational transmission of wealth in rural Guatemala, though they do not shed light on the mechanisms underlying such transmission. The data are also consistent, however, with the possibility of upward (or downward) mobility over time, at least for some. For example, 5% of those in the lowest tertile of parental SES have per capita expenditures in the top 10% of the entire sample, and 10% of those in the middle tertile of parental SES do. There is no obvious pattern for households missing an initial parental SES index (because their family was not present during the 1975 census [11] ), and they appear to be about evenly balanced among the three groups.
The previous two tables stratified on "initial" conditions, characteristics of the subjects or their families dating back to the original study in the 1970s. Table 3 stratifies on location of residence during 2002-04, categorizing individuals living in (or near) their natal village, living in Guatemala City, or living elsewhere in Guatemala. The differences are significant for all the expenditure categories considered (p < .01). Expenditures tend to be lower in the original villages (closely followed by those living elsewhere in Guatemala) and higher for those living in the capital. This is particularly true for per capita measures since households in the capital have on average 0.5 fewer persons. While per capita food measures are not substantially different across the groups, total per capita measures are more than 50% higher in Guatemala City. Total annual Household expenditures and wealth S116 household nonfood expenditures comprise the bulk of the difference between expenditures in the capital and elsewhere, including educational expenditures, which are more than double. Urbanization is also reflected in the percentage of purchased to total annual food expenditures, which is 95% for those currently residing in the capital, but 87% or less in the other areas. While much of the survey work for those in Guatemala City occurred after that in the original villages, since all figures are inflated to a common date using the consumer price index the observed differences are not the result of the timing of the survey. Furthermore, the most likely difference in reported expenditures arising from the more intensive administration of survey modules to migrants would be underestimation as respondents tired of the series of questionnaires.
With the exception of nonfood and health expenditures, all the expenditure indicators are also different across the four villages after excluding those living in Guatemala City and elsewhere (p < .01). Per capita annual expenditures are on average highest in Santo Domingo, the most urban village and closest to Guatemala City [5] .
An important consideration when comparing across villages or across regions of Guatemala is the extent to which there are price differences. The community-level price information collected during September, October, and November 2002 in the four villages and the local municipal seat indicate that price variation on commonly purchased goods is minimal within the areas covered by the villages, both across villages and over time. Therefore, expenditure differences across villages are not due to price differences. While it is not possible to construct indices for all of our data since there is no price information for those in Guatemala City or elsewhere in Guatemala, there is some information on spatial price variation from ENCOVI [4] . In particular, those data showed price variation across differing regions of Guatemala from 0.99 to 1.07, with prices in Guatemala City set to 1.00. If anything, then, the comparisons made in table 3 (that do not adjust for regional prices) understate differences between the capital and other areas, strengthening the conclusions made above.
Durable good ownership and housing characteristics across current residence largely mimic the results for expenditures. In particular, measures are substantially higher in Guatemala City for all items considered except 
The Human Capital Study 2002-04 in the Guatemalan context
There are two national poverty lines calculated based on the ENCOVI [4] . First, the extreme poverty line is defined as the cost of a basic "food basket" able to provide the minimum daily caloric requirement (2,172 kcal). Thus, it represents the hypothetical situation where a household spends its resources exclusively on food. In 2000, the estimated cost, i.e., the extreme poverty line, was Q1,912 per capita per annum ($246 in 2000 when the official exchange rate was Q7.8 to the US dollar [9] ). The overall poverty line is the extreme poverty line plus an allowance for nonfood items where the latter is calculated by examining the expenditure patterns of households whose food budget was at or near the extreme poverty line. The estimated full poverty line in 2000 was Q4,319 ($556) [4] .
In 2000, more than half (56%) of all Guatemalans lived in poverty or extreme poverty, with 15% in extreme poverty. As in most developing countries, Table 2 .
Household expenditures and wealth S118 poverty in Guatemala is predominantly a rural phenomenon-81% of the poor and 93% of the extreme poor live in rural areas such that three-quarters of all rural residents live in poverty and one-quarter in extreme poverty [4] . While similar, the ENCOVI and Human Capital Study 2002-04 follow-up surveys are not identical. Hence, a number of adjustments are made to compare them and calculate poverty levels in our sample. First, a small number of components included in the ENCOVI but not in our survey, including the use-value of consumer durable goods, are removed. Second, all values are deflated to year 2000 quetzals using the Guatemalan consumer price index [9] . Next, because of different sample proportions in different parts of the country, we disaggregate the Human Capital Study households by location, examining separately those in Guatemala City and those in the northeast region for a more direct comparison with the ENCOVI sample households. (ENCOVI is a representative sample at the regional level.) Finally, only ENCOVI households that have members between 25 and 40 years are retained, to ensure households have approximately the same demographic and age composition in both samples. In all, 1,128 of the 1,234 Human Capital Study households examined in the earlier tables, and 1,465 households from the Guatemalan ENCOVI, are retained.
Our sample has average total annual household expenditures that are lower than the ENCOVI sample in the capital, but higher in the northeast region (table 4). Average per capita annual (food) expenditures in our sample are about 8% (5%) lower in the capital and 32% (37%) higher in the northeast region (p < .01).
Because for this analysis some items were removed from the aggregate expenditures originally calculated using ENCOVI, it would be incorrect to apply the national poverty lines to the adjusted ENCOVI data or to the Human Capital Study data, for that matter. Using the adjusted aggregate expenditures from ENCOVI, we calculate adjusted poverty lines such that they yield the same levels of extreme poverty and poverty reported in the ENCOVI [4] . This results in a reduction of 7% in each of the poverty lines. The extreme poverty rate in our sample is 3% and general poverty rate (including the extreme poor) 35% (figure 1) . When considered by region (table 4) there are very few extremely poor households in the capital, just as in ENVOCI, but 4% extremely poor households in the northeast region, substantially less than in that region as a whole (17%). General poverty rates are not significantly different between the samples in Guatemala City, but 21 percentage points lower in the northeast region. One characteristic of the four villages that may be associated with their having higher average expenditures than others in the same region is that their proximity to Guatemala City and the income-generating opportunities that proximity may provide [5] .
Conclusions
In this article, we describe the expenditure and wealth patterns, indicators of long-term economic well-being, for a sample of young Guatemalan adults interviewed for the Human Capital Study 2002-04, finding a number of differences across subgroups of the sample. The main difference across birth year cohorts is that younger subjects tend to live in smaller households, 
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with lower total annual household expenditures (and fewer durable goods), though per capita measures are similar across cohorts. This appears to be related to life-cycle fertility patterns. There is a clear positive association between parental SES and current levels of expenditure and durable goods ownership. This association does not hold for all households, however, as there is both upward and downward "mobility" in the sample. Those living in the capital have the highest overall wealth levels, consistent with typical rural-urban patterns. Where there are expenditure differences across groups, they tend to be driven by differences in nonfood rather than food expenditures. Lastly, the Human Capital Study sample is relatively well-off compared with their compatriots, with a poverty rate of 35% and an extreme poverty rate of only 3%, against national averages of 56% and 15%, respectively. Differences in poverty rates persist when more direct comparisons are made based on current location.
Because the Human Capital Study sample members are from four villages in a country of 12 million inhabitants, it is obvious that part of the difference between the Human Capital Study and ENCOVI samples reflects the fact that the Human Capital Study sample is not representative of Guatemala as a whole. Another possible source of difference between the two surveys is that given their different designs (and sample sizes), it is likely that our study was more carefully supervised and therefore possible that there are fewer measurement errors or omissions. The fact that in one region expenditures are higher than ENCOVI and in another lower, however, is evidence against systematic bias. Lastly, the differences also may reflect in part sample selection due to such factors as attrition and migration out of the country.
Throughout, we are careful not to "over-interpret" patterns uncovered by these simple two-way comparisons, given various possible confounding factors. Future analyses will explore the causal effects of the original nutrition interventions on these measures of well-being or, in other cases, employ them as (endogenous) conditioning factors that proxy for permanent income or resource availability.
